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REMARKS 

Only claim 1 is pending in the Application. In the Final Office Action ("FOA"), the 
Examiner rejected claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being allegedly anticipated by U.S. Patent 
No. 5,657,394 to Schwartz et al. ("Schwartz"). 

Applicant respectfully submits that the Schwartz reference does not teach every aspect of 
the claimed invention either explicitly or impliedly and the rejection is therefore improper {see 
MPEP §706.02). Schwartz does not teach obtaining images of first scrub marks made by probe 
card pins on a check plate and images of second scrub marks made by said probe card pins on 
bonding pads as required in claim 1. Furthermore, Schwartz does not teach a scrub mark 
analyzer, a probe card analyzer and a data processor as recited in claim 1 . 

Schwartz Does Not Teach Obtaining Images Of First And Second Scrub Marks 

Claim 1 of the present Application requires, inter alia, a workstation comprising an 
imaging apparatus configured and operative to obtain images of first scrub marks made by probe 
card pins on a check plate in a probe card analyzer and images of second scrub marks made by 
said probe card pins on bonding pads in said scrub mark analyzer. The Examiner cited video 
system 146 of Fig. 4 in alleging that Schwartz teaches the recited imaging apparatus (FOA at 
page 3). The Examiner's allegation is factually incorrect. 

In defending the allegation, the Examiner states that "[a] probe card inspection system as 
recited in claim 1 of Schwartsz indicated that the scrub mark pattern data will be obtained and 
analyzing throughout the digital image from the computer" t (FOA, page 2, paragraph 1). This 
defense misstates the content of both claim 1 of Schwartz and claim 1 of the present Application. 
Neither "scrub" nor "mark" appears in Claim 1 of Schwartz. Claim 1 of Schwartz explicitly 
recites a system for "inspecting probes in a probe array" that provides "a digital image of the tip 
of each probe" and includes "a computer means with software means to determine and analyze 
the position of each probe within the digital image." Neither the claims nor the Specification of 
Schwartz provides any explicit teaching of obtaining images of first or second scrub marks as 
required in the presently claimed invention. 

Schwartz does not impliedly teach the recited imaging of first and second scrub marks. 
Schwartz teaches only capturing images of probe tips. Specifically, Schwartz teaches a video 
system 146 that captures images of probe tips through a sapphire window 122 (see Fig. 4 
Schwartz and col. 13, line 48 - col. 14, line 3). Schwartz teaches the use of a computer "to 
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determine the equivalent of a scrub mark 1 73 which would be made by the probe tip 90 on the 
relatively soft metal..." (col. 15, lines 9-19, emphasis added). Thus, Schwartz explicitly teaches 
that images of actual scrub marks are not obtained from the surface of sapphire window 122 and 
it is unreasonable to assert that Schwartz impliedly teaches the opposite of the explicit teaching. 

Where Schwartz mentions actual scrub marks, it teaches observation by a user of the 
actual scrub marks rather than the obtaining of images of the actual scrub marks. Consider the 
following passage: 

The chuck 100 is also equipped with vacuum port grooves 150 to hold down a 
wafer 10 on the chuck 100. This feature may be used to confirm the results of 
any testing and adjustments by allowing the user to contact the probe tips 90 
to the bonding pads 40 and observe the scrub marks formed in the relatively 
soft pad metalization for proper X, Y positioning and length of the scrub mark. 

(col. 12, lines 56-63). Thus, Schwartz merely allows a user to observe scrub marks to confirm 

results of analysis. This passage does not teach obtaining images of scrub marks and can only be 

read as teaching post-analysis confirmation of results. It is also apparent from the passage that 

Schwartz describes a configuration that precludes imaging of actual scrub marks. In mounting a 

wafer between the probe tips and the sapphire window, it will be appreciated that Schwartz's 

video system 146 would be unable to capture images of the scrub marks through the opaque 

wafer and opaque metallization on the wafer. The Schwartz video system would be limited to 

imaging the reverse side of the wafer. Thus, the teachings of Schwartz cannot reasonably be said 

to provide even implicit support for the Examiner's rejection. 

Applicant also notes that Schwartz does not teach the required check plate on which first 
scrub marks are made by probe card pins and the Office Action makes no attempt to identify any 
relevant teaching. Even Schwartz's window surface 122 cannot be construed as the check plate 
because "window surface 122 is constructed of a hard, transparent material such as sapphire 
which will not be scratched or damaged by the probe tips" (col. 9, lines 54-57). Consequently, 
the Schwartz window surface 122 is incapable of receiving scrub marks. 

Therefore, the Examiner's rejection of claim 1 is based on clear error of fact for at least 
the reason that Schwartz does not explicitly or impliedly teach an imaging apparatus configured 
and operative to obtain images of first scrub marks made by probe card pins on a check plate in 
said probe card analyzer and images of second scrub marks made by said probe card pins on 
bonding pads in said scrub mark analyzer. Applicant respectfully submits that the claim 
rejection is improper because of deficiency in the prima facie case in support of the rejection. 
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Schwartz Does Not Teach A Probe Card Analyzer And A Scrub Mark Analyzer 

In addition to a probe card analyzer and a scrub mark analyzer, claim 1 requires a data 
processor coupled to an imaging apparatus and configured and operative to obtain scrub mark 
data associated with first scrub marks - made on a check plate in said probe card analyzer - and 
scrub pattern data associated with second scrub marks - made on bonding pads in said scrub 
mark analyzer - and to analyze said scrub mark data and said scrub pattern data; wherein said 
data processor allows prediction of the behavior of a probe pin on a semiconductor die 
metallization pad. Schwartz does not explicitly or impliedly teach the probe card analyzer and 
scrub card analyzer. 

As discussed above, Schwartz does not explicitly or impliedly teach obtaining images of 
scrub marks. Nor is there explicit teaching of a check plate (see above), a probe card analyzer 
for making first scrub marks on a check plate or a scrub mark analyzer for making scrub marks 
on bonding pads. Nevertheless, the Examiner suggests that Schwartz's claimed system 99, 
including computer 200, teaches the required probe card analyzer and, further, that computer 200 
also teaches the required data processor and the required scrub mark analyzer (FOA, page 3 and 
see Fig. 8). Specifically, the Examiner states in the Advisory Action mailed August 30, 2005 
that: "[t]he element 200 of the 394's patent is uniformly identified as a computer wherein this 
computer can calculate, analy, [sic] display etec. . . [sic] a specific task within the system, 
therefore the computer is perfectly tool to analy [sic] the scrub mark." This argument notably 
fails to address Schwartz's lack of teachings directed to a scrub mark analyzer that makes scrub 
marks on bonding pads and the absence of teaching of a check plate on which scrub marks are 
made. Further, and as shown above, Schwartz does not teach the analysis of actual scrub marks 
by a computer and, consequently, it is irrelevant that Schwartz's computer 200 would be capable 
of performing such untaught functions. Applicant respectfully submits that such speculative 
attribution of functionality to computer 200 is improper in the absence of factual support in 
Schwartz. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner has failed to make a prima facie case in 
support of the rejection for at least the reason that Schwartz does not explicitly or impliedly teach 
scrub marks and the making of scrub marks and consequently cannot be said to anticipate a 
probe card analyzer that makes first scrub marks on a check plate and a scrub mark analyzer that 
makes scrub marks on bonding pads as required by claim 1. 
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CONCLUSION 



For at least the reasons presented above, it is respectfully submitted that it is clear that the 
Examiner erred in rejecting claim 1 because the reference does not teach every aspect of the 
claimed invention either explicitly or impliedly. Therefore, the rejections are improper and 
should be withdrawn. Further, the claims are believed to be in form for allowance, and such 
action is hereby solicited. 

Please charge any fees associated with the submission of this paper to Deposit Account 
Number 502212. The Commissioner for Patents is also authorized to credit any over payments 
to the above-referenced Deposit Account. 
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